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cal and efficient production (provided that special consideration might
be given to industries not yet fully established). It is important,
therefore, to record how these clauses were interpreted in practice,
during the first two years of their currency, in the different Dominions
to which they applied.

The Australian Tariff Board, in its report for 1932-3, remarked
that the interpretation placed upon the clauses by affected parties
had been as divergent as their interests. The Board themselves held,
in general, that the Ottawa clauses merely gave statutory authority
to their own established policy. They described the undertaking not
to provide tariff protection to industries which were not reasonably
assured of sound opportunities of success as 'a very sound and im-
portant qualification to apply before the imposition of any duty'.

It is important to remember, however [ran the Report], that the '
.Board's recommendations arc to a certain extent circumscribed by the
actions of the past. It is one matter to decide the limit of protection
which should bo granted to an industry not yet established, but quite
another to decide what to recommend in respect of an industry which
lias commenced operations under cover of a very high protection and
has become involved in. heavy capital expenditure. . . . To interpret
Article IX, an demanding the abolition of duties in all such cases would
inevitably result in hardship and unemployment.

The Board in such cases had made a practice of recommending a
rate of duty which, while limiting the excess cost of local production,
would enable the industry to retain a proportion of the market and
to have an opportunity of qualifying for greater output.

With regard to the second general clause of the Ottawa Agreement
the Board took a similar broad and compromising view. Some people
had assumed, they declared, that the giving of 'full opportunities of
reasonable competition' entailed finely adjusting duties so as to place
efficient nmnufacturers of the United Kingdom and of Australia on
exactly the same price level in the Australian market. Such a practice
would seriously dislocate industries which had been established in
Australia for years, and would lead to an increase of unemployment
and to much capital wastage. The subversive consequences of such
a policy, they remarked, could not fail to engender opposition to the
Ottawa Agreement,

The Board, therefore, while heartily supporting the competitive
principle in tariff-making, rejects the idea that the duties should be
merely equalling. There is no hard and fast formula winch can be used,
with any degree of satisfaction, and the problem of reasonably inter-
preting tho agreement involves much more than an arithmetical calcu-
lation of the difference between the costs in the United Kingdom and